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-REMARKS- 

The Applicant has carefully reviewed the statements the Examiner presented in rejecting 
• all of the claims of the application and has also carefully reviewed the cited references upon 
which the rejections are based. The Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and re- 
examination of the claims of the application in view of the Applicants responses to the rejection 
of the claims presented herein. The Applicant respectfully submits that the rejections have been 
traversed througji factual presentation based on the cite references, through arguments refuting 
obviousness, through claim cancellation, and through claim amendment. 

Claims 12 and 24 have been canceled. Claims 19, 29 and 43 have been amended. 
Claims 50-55 are new claims added to this Amendment C. Claims 50-53 were attempted to be 
added in Preliminary Amendment B but the preliminary amendment was not received by the 
Examiner prior to issuance of the first office action. Claims 50-55 are dependent claims and do 
not add new matter to the application. The fiiU claim program is presented in its most current 
form. 

Below, the Applicant traverses each of the Examiner's rejections to the claims in the 
order presented in the Non-final Office Action mailed April 29, 2005. 

Claims Rejections under 35USC §112: 

The Examiner rejected claims 12 and 24 as being indefinite due to confusion about 
implementation of these claims. 
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Claims 12 and 24 

Please cancel claims 12 and 24 without prejudice. 

Claims Rejections under 3SUSC §103(a): 

Claims 1-5, 7, 10. 13-16, 19-23, 25-26, 29-31, 33, 36-41, and 46-49 are rejected by the 
Examiner imder35USC§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over of Kohnkeetal (US 5^215,469) in 
view of Glover et al (US 4,464,123). 

Claims L 19, 29. and 36 

The Examiner points to Kohnke (Col 2, lines 15-23) for disclosing an apparatus and 
method for simulating human blood pressure detection comprising an element to generate 
pressurized fluid whereby a human can sense the pressure through touch. The Applicant 
respectfully disagrees that this cited passage teaches that the pressure level may be sensed 
through touch, but raiher it teaches that the tubes of the apparatus "stand out" for practicing 
puncturing the simulated blood vessels. Applicant submits that the cited passage does not teach 
that pressure amplitudes of the tabes may be sensed through touch expressly or impliedly since 
there is no teaching of the level of flexibility of the tube wall, only that the tubes are penetrable 
(Col 1 line 14) and that they can ''stand out". The Applicant submits that even a fairly rigid 
walled tube can be penetrable by needles and made to slightly expand upon pressurization but 
still not lend itself to being a functional tactile interface whereby a human can discern normal or 
abnormal levels of systolic and diastolic blood pressures through touch. Kohnke et al does not 
disclose a method or apparatus to simulate dynamic blood pressure cycle levels within a vessel 
as does the Applicant's invention. They do not teach of blood pressure level detection by 
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touching of any vessel nor do Ibey teach of simulation of normal and/or abnormal blood pressure 
levels as does the Applicant's invention. Kohnke et al does not leach of simulating accurate 
diastolic and systolic blood pressure levels within a pressure vessel as does the Applicant's 
invention but rather only teaches of a simulated pulse thai may be applied by the manual 
operation of a bellows (Col 4 Lines 55-60). Kohnke teaches of no feedback system, control 
system, or pressure measurement system which would produce realistic human blood pressure 
excursions by manual operation.of the bellows. Since Kohnke et al teaches of no method or 
apparatus to measure the pressure in &e system as applied by the manually opemted bellows, 
there could be no way for the pressure pulses as taught by Kohnke et al to accurately reflect 
normal and/or abnormal simulated systolic and/or diastolic pressure levels as claimed in the 
Applicant's invention. Regarding the Glover et al reference, the pressure chamber as taught by 
Glover et al is a rigid walled vessel (Fig. 7 element 30) so that the internal pressure cannot be 
determined by touching of the chamber walk. Further, the cuff in Glover et al's teaching is 
maintained at a constant pressure and is isolated from pressure fluctuations in the chamber (Col 4 
Lines 63-68 and Col 5 Lines 1 -5). Therefore, Glover et al clearly does not teach of any pressure 
vessels whereby the internal pressure can be felt by touch. Further, the Examiner state.s in the 
Office Action that a visual indicator to display indicia is disclosed in Glover et al (Col 4, Lines 
55-65). The Applicant respectfully disagrees that this citation teaches of any visual indicator. 
The Applicant respectfully submits that only the Applicant's invention teaches the sensing of 
simulated blood pressure cycle amplitude levels within a vessel having a tactile interface, while 
neither cited references used by the Examiner to reject Claims 1, 19, 29, and 36 together, or in 
part, teach this matter. 
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Further, Glover el al teaches away from the claimed invention, by stating the difficulty 
and even impossibility in providing pressitre pulsations to a pressure vessel of volume larger than 
the conduits connecting the pressure chamber and a blood pressure monitor (Col 5 Lines 1-1 7)> 
such a larger volume pressure vessel is taught by the Applicant's invention. In fact. Glover et al 
states that if the cuff volume of their invention were included in the pulsations generated in the 
pressure chamber might not be possible to create pulses of reasonable amplitudes in the 
range of inierest without using an excessively large pressure chamber and consuming large 
amounts of power. " The Applicant's invention does not use an excessively large pressure 
chamber (not a pressure chamber at all as taught by Glover et al) or consimie large amounts of 
pov^er to accomplish the objectives as taught in the Applicant's specification and claims. The 
Applicant respectfliUy submits that the Glover et al reference must be considered in its entirety, 
including disclosures that teach awav from the invention rSee IV.L Gore <6 Associates, Inc. v. 
GarlocK Inc. 721 F.2d 1540, 220 USPQ 303 (Fed, Cir. 1983), cert denied, 469 U.S. 851 
(1984),] Therefore, the Applicant submits that since Glover et al teaches away from the 
Applicant's invention, it should not be used as part of a 35USC § 103(a) rejection and it is 
requested that it be withdrawn as a reference for an obviousness rejection. 

In order to combine references under 35USC § 103(a), there must be some motivation in 
the prior art to combine the reference cited to arrive at the Applicant's invention in order to reject 
the Applicant's claims. By the recognized rules of the MPEP, the teaching or suggestion to 
meet the claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be found tn 
the prior art and not based on the Applicant's disclosure for claims rejection based upon 35USC 
§ 1 03. These facts are fully supported by the MPEP 2141 where it is quoted: 
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''When applying 35 aS.C 103. iheJoUowing tenels of patent law mist he adhered to: 

(A) The claimed invention must be considered as 
a whole; 

(B) The references must be considered as a whole 

and must suggest the desirabUity and thus the obviousness 
of making the combination; 

(C) The references must be viewed without the 

benefit of impermissible hindsight vision afforded by 
the claimed invention; and 

(D) Reasonable e:q?ectation of success is the standard 
with which obviousness is determined 

Hodosh V. Block Drug Co., Inc., 786 F.2d 1136, 
1 143 n.5, 229 USPQ 182. 187 n.5 (Fed. Cir. 1986)." 

The courts have consistently held that obviousness cannot be established by combining 
teachings of the prior art to the Applicant's disclosure to construct the claim invention, absent 
some teaching, incentive or motivation supporting the combination. 

The Applicant respectfully submits the neither the Kohnke et al nor the Glover et al 
reference include the motivation to be combined, and even if combined would not meet the 
Applicant's claims 1,19, 29, and 36 since neither teach of a pressure vessel whereby a human 
can sense, by touch, the pressure amplitudes of a simulated blood pressure cycle whereby the 
user can experience the pressure and associated force that his or her blood vessels and/heart 
experience during tiie cardiac cycle. 

The Applicant respectively submits that the Examiner has not explained why one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have been motivated to make 
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the proposed modificaiion to meet the claims of the Applicant's invetition as is requested by the 
MPRP for a 35USC §103 based rejection. 

A quote from MPEP 706.02(n states: 

''After indicating that the rejeciion is under 35 f/.5.C 103. the examiner should 
set forth in the Office action: 

(A) the relevant teachings of the prior art relied 

upon, preferably with reference to the relevant column 
or page number (s) and line number (s) where 
appropriate, 

(B) the difference or differences in the claim over 
the applied refer ence(s), 

(C) the proposed modlficatipn of the applied reference(s) 
necessary to arrive at the claimed subject 

matter, and 

(D) an explanation why one of ordinary skill in 

the art at the time the invention was made would have 
been motivated to make the proposed modification. 

The Applicant further points out that both Kohnke et al and Glover et al are cited in 
combination by the Exammer m the 35USC §103 based rejections for claims 1-5, 7, 10, 13-16, 
19-23, 25-26> 29-31, 33, 36-41, and 46-49. TheKohnkeetal patent issued in 1993 and the 
Glover et al patent issued iti 1984. The Applicant respectively submits ihat since very 
significant periods of time have elapsed since the issuance of tlie cited reference patents, and 
there has been a lack of implementation of the Applicant's invention within this time period, it is 
concluded that the Applicant's invention is not at all obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 
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The APDiicanr h^<^ amended claim 19 to include the limitation of simulating both normal 
and abnomial huiriAn blood pressure levels . No cited references by ihc lixamincr teach of the 
simulation of normal and abnormal blood pressure levels so the user may compare the feeling of 
each of the levels within a pressure vessel through touching of the vessel. The Applicant has 
amended claim 29 to further include the limitation of simulating blood pressure c^cies in Ihc 
pressure vessel with a tactile interface. No cited references by the Examiner teach the simulation 
of accurate blood pressure cycles whereby a human can determine the level of accurate blood 
pressure cycle excursions tlirough the touching of a pressure vessel with a moveable surface. 
Based on the Actual arguments presented above, the Applicant respectfully submits that claims 
1,19, 29, and 36 are in condition for allowance and requests that the rejection for these claims be 
withdrawn. 



Claims 3. 21. 3L and 38 

Claims 3, 21, 31, and 38 are dependent claims depending on independent claims 1. 19, 29 

and 36, respectively, which have been traversed by the Applicant. Since these dependent claims 

include all limitations from the independent claims on which they each depend, the Applicant 

respectfully submits that these claims are in condition for allowance and requests that the 

rejection for claims 3, 21 , 31, and 38 be withdrawn* 

Claims 4> 22. and 33 

The Examiner points to Kohnke et al(Fig.l item 3) as a disclosure of a moveable surface 
to reject the Applicant's claim 4. The Applicant respectively submits that the moveable surface 
to which the examiner refers in Kohnke et al is part of a threshold valve and is not touchable by 
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the user since it is contained within a rigid vessel. Therefore, the moveable surface is not at all 
like the moveable surface disclosed in claim 4 of the Applicant's invention which serves as the 
tactile interface to the user as in claim 1 of the Applicant's invention. The moveable surfaces 
compared between Kohnke et al and the Applicant's invention have completely different 
purposes, Claims 4, 22, and 33 are dependent claims depending on independent claims 1,19. 
and 29, respectively, which have been traversed by the Applicant. Since these dependent claims 
include all limitations from the independent claims on which they each depend, and due to the 
above arguments, the Applicant respectfiiUy siibmits that they are in condition for allowance and 
request that the rejection for claims 4, 22, and 33 be withdrawn. 



Claims 

The Examiner points to Kohnke et al in view of GIovct et al to reject claim 5, The 
Applicant submits that Kohnke does not teach of simulated blood pressure periodicity which is 
included in claim 5. Glover et al teaches of an electronic control unit to control the pressure 
within a pressure vessel that is not accessible to be touched by the user, therefore, they do not 
teach what the Applicant's invention does with respect to a tactile interface. Therefore, a 
combination of these references would not lead to the Applicant's invention. Finally, in order to 
combine references under 35USC §103(a), there must be some motivation in tiie prior art to 
combine the reference cited to reject the Applicant's claims. The references must be considered 
as a v^ole and must suggest the desirability and the obviousness of making the combination. 
The Applicant respectfiolly submits that neither the Kohnke et al nor the Glover et al reference 
includes the motivation to be combined, and even if combined would not result in the 
Applicant's invention for the claim 5. The Applicant respectively submits that the Examiner has 
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not explained why one of ordinary skill in the art at the lime the invention was made would have 
been motivated for combining the cited references to attempt to meet the claims of the 
Applicant's invention as is requested by the MPHP for a 35USC §103 based rejection. 

Claim S depends on independent claim 1 which has been traversed by the Applicant. 
Since this dependent claim includes all limitations finora the independent claim on which it 
depends, and due to the above arguments, the Applicant respectfully submits that claim 5 is in 
condition for allowance and requests that the rejection for claim 5 be withdrawn. 

Claim 7 

The Examiner points to Kohnke et al disclosing an apparatus for simulating blood 
pressure detection in view of Glover et al teaching a blood pressure monitor with an inflatable 
chamber controlled by an electric signal for fluid control and pressure regulation- The Applicant 
respectively disagrees that this is what Glover et al teaches. The Applicant submits that Glover 
et a l teaches of a ripid pressure chamber that has internal pressure regiilation by an electric signal 
driving a transducer (Fig. 7). Farther, the pressure chamber taught by Glover et al is completely 
isolated from any resilient walled cavity or chamber that is accessible by touch when the 
pressure chamber pressure is pulsated to provide calibration for attached blood pressure 
monitors. (Col 4 Lines 63-68, and Col. 5 lines 1-5). Therefore, a combination of Kohnke et al 
and Glover et al would not lead to the Applicant's invention. Finally, in order to combine 
references imder 35USC § 103(a), there must be some motivation in the prior art to combme the 
reference cited to reject the Applicant's claims. The references must be considered as a whole 
and must suggest the desirability and the obviousness of making the combination. ITie Applicant 
respectfully submits that neither the Kohnke et al nor the Glover et al reference includes the 
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moUvation to be combined, and even if combined would not result in the Applicant's invention 
for the claim 7. The Applicant respectively submits thai the Examiner has nol explained why 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would liavc been motivated to 
make the proposed modification to meet the claims of the Applicant's invention as is requested 
by the MPEP for a 35USC §103 based rejection. 

Claim 7 depends on independent claim 1 which has been traversed by the Applicant 
Since this dependent claim includes all limitations from the independent claim on which it 
depends^ and due to the above arguments, the Applicant respcctfijlly submits that it is in 
condition for allovyrance and requests that flxe rejection for claim 7 be withdrawn. 

Claims 10and.23 

The Examiner points to Kohnke et al disclosing an elastomeric hollow bulb that can be 
held in a human hand and generating internal pressure amplitudes sensed by human touch. The 
Applicant respectively disagrees with this interpretation of the teaching of Kohnke et al as can be 
understood from the detailed description of Fig. 2 item 35. Kohnke et al clearly teaches of a 
manually o perated bellows to induce a simulated pulse to their clauned apparatus (CoL 4 Lhies 
55-59), therefore, the elastomeric hollow bulb taught by this reference is clearly an input device 
to create a simulated pulse, not an output device serving as a tactile interface to the user as only 
taught in the Applicant's invention. Claims 10 and 33 are dependent claims depending on 
independent claims 1 and 29, respectively, which have been traversed by the Applicant. 

Since these dependent claims include all limitations from the independent claims on 
which they each depend, and these independent claims have been traversed by the Applicant, and 
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due to the above reasoning, the Applicant respectfully submits that they are in condition for 
allowance and request that the rejection for claims 10 and 33 be withdrawn. 

Claims 13 and 2^ 

The Examiner points to Kohnke et al not disclosing an inflatable cuff that provides a 
pressure that may be sensed by human touch but overcomes this deficiency by pointing to Glover 
ct al for teaching a blood pressure cufT that provides a pressure that may be sensed by human 
touch. The Applicant respectively disagrees with this inteipretation of the teaching of Glover et 
al in that there is no teaching of human touch sensing pressure levels within the cufTin the cited 
passage. Further. Glover et al clearly teaches away from the cuff experiencing any unsteady 
pressure levels since it is isolated fix)m the pressure chamber when the pressure chamber 
experiences fluctuating pressures (Col. 4. Lines 63-68 and Col. 5 Lines 1-5) in order to calibrate 
a blood pressure monitor attached to their system. The Applicant respectfuUy submits that the 
Glover et al reference must be considered in its entirety, including disclosures that teach away 
from the invention [ See W.L Gore <& Associates, Inc. v. Garlock Inc. 721 F.2d 1 540, 220 
USPQ SOS (Fed. Cir. 1983). cert, denied, 469 U.S. 8S1 (1984).] Therefore, the Applicant 
submits that since Glover et al teaches away from the Applicant's invention, it should not be 
used as part of a 35USC § 103(a) rejection. 

AdditionaUy, in order to combine references under 35USC §103(a), there must be some 
motivation in the prior art to combine the refeivnce cited to reject the Applicant's claims. The 
references must be considered as a whole and must suggest the desirabiUty and the obviousness 
of making the combination. The Applicant respectfully submits the neither the Kohnke et al nor 
the Glover et al reference includes the motivation to be combined, and even if combined would 
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not result in the Applicant's invention for the claims 1 3 and 25. The Applicant respectively 
submits that the Rxaminer has not explained why one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made would have been motivated to make the proposed modification to meet the 
claims of the Applicant's invention as is requested by the MPEP for a 35USC §103 based 
rejection. 

Further, claims 1 3 and 25 are dependent claims depending on independent claims 1 and 
1 9, respectively, which have been traversed by the Applicant. Since these dependent claims 
include all limitations j&om the independent claims on which they each depend, and due to the 
above reasoning, the Applicant respectfully submits that they are in condition for allowance and 
requests that the rejection for claims 1 3 and 25 be withdrawn. 

Claims 14 and 26 

The Examiner points to Kohnke et al teachings of an elastic walled, closed tube whereby 
the pressure generated may be sensed by human touch (Col 2, Lines 15^22). The Applicant 
respectively disagrees that the cited passage teaches that the pressure levels can be determined 
through human touch. There is no explicit or iniplicit teaching that the tubes walls are resilient 
enough to determine levels of simulated blood pressure within the tubes through touch. For 
example, the pressurization of firm, thick-walled, flexible tubes could make the tubes slightly 
expand and, therefore^ standout compared to the relaxed state, however, at the same time not 
permitting feeling of the difference in simulated systolic and diastolic blood pressure levels 
inside such example tubes due to touch. Further, claims 14, and 26 are dependent claims 
depending on independent claims 1 and 19, respectively, which have been traversed by the 
Applicant. Since these dependent claims include all limitations from the independent claims on 
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which they each depend, and due to the above reasoning, the Applicant respectfully submits that 
they arc in condition for allowance and requests that the rejection for claims 14 and 26 be 
withdrawn. 

Claim 15 

The Examiner points to Kohnke et al for disclosing an apparatus for simulating blood 
pressure and further points to Glover et al for teaching an apparatus for a blood pressure monitor 
in which a processor controls signals that control amplitude of the pressure pulses created by the 
pressure chamber for selected values of simulated diastolic and systolic pressure levels. The 
Applicant respectively submits that what Glover et al teaches would not be functional in the 
Applicant's invention. The Applicant submits that Glover et al teaches of a rigid pressure 
chamber that has internal pressure regulation by an electric signal driving a transducer (Fig. 7). 
Further, the pressure chamber taught by Glover et al is completely isolated from any resilient 
cavity or chamber that is assessable by touch when the pressure chamber pressure is pulsated to 
provide calibration for attached blood pressure monitors. (CoL 4 Lmes 63-68, and Col. 5 lines 1- 
5). Glover does not teach of any time varying pressure experienced in any resilient walled 
vessel. Therefore, a combination of these Kohnke et al and Glover et al would not lead to the 
Applicant's invention. In order to combine references under 35USC § 1 03Ca), there must be 
some motivation in the prior art to combine the reference cited to reject the Applicant's claims. 
The references must be considered as a whole and must suggest the desirability and the 
obviousness of making the combination. The Applicant respectfully submits that neither the 
Kohnke et al nor the Glover et al reference includes the motivation to be combined, and even if 
combined would not resuh in the Applicant's invention for the claim 1 5. The Applicant 
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respectively submits that the Examiner has not explained why one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made would have been motivated to make the proposed niodifieation 
to meet the claims of the Applicant's invention as is requested by the MPEP for a 35USC § 103 
based rejection. 

Claim 15 depends on independent claim 1 which has been traversed by the Applicant. 
Since this dependent claim includes all limitations from the independent claim on which it 
depends, and due to the above arguments, the Applicant respectfully submits tliat it is in 
condition for allowance and request that the rejection for claim 15 be withdrawn. 

Claim 16 

The Examiner points to Kohnke et al for disclosing an s^)paratus for simulating blood 
pressure and further points to Glover et al for teaching a u$er-operablc control to select the 
simulated blood pressure cycle periodicity. The Applicant respectively submits that the 
electronic, user operable control as taught by Glover ct al could not be combined with Kohnke et 
al to arrive at the Applicant's invention since only a manually operated bellows apparatus is 
taught to produce a simulated pulse in the artificial arm disclosed by Kohnke et al. In order to 
combine references under 35USC §103(a), there must be some motivation in the prior art to 
combine the references cited to reject the Applicant's claims. The references must be considered 
as a whole and must suggest the desirability and the obviousness of making the combination* 
The Applicant respectfully submits that neither the Kohnke et al nor the Glover et al reference 
includes the motivation to be combined, and even if combined would not result in the 
Applicant's invention for the claim 1 6. The Applicant respectively submits that the Examiner 
has not explained why one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would 
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have been motivated to make the proposed modilication to meet tlie claims of the Appiicanl's 
invention a& is requested by the MPEP for a 351JSC §103 based rejection. 

Claim 1 6 depends on independent claim I which has been traversed by the Applicant. 
Since this dependent claim includes all limitations from the independent claim on which it 
depends, and due to the above reasoning, the Applicant respectfully submits that it is in condition 
for allowance and requests that the rejection for claim 16 be withdrawn. 

Claim 39 

The Examiner points to Kohnke et al for disclosing an apparatus for simulating blood 
pressure cycles and further points to Glover et al for teaching an apparatus for a blood pressure 
monitor in which a processor controls electronic signals that control the amplitudes of the 
pressure pulses created by the pressure chamber for selected values of simulated diastolic and 
systolic pressure levels. The Applicant respectfiilly disagrees that Kohnke et al teaches of an 
apparatus for simulatmg blood pressure cycles. Kohnke et al teaches of an artificial arm for 
training of students for puncturing blood vessels for injections, infusions, etc* To make the 
artificial arm more realistic, the tubes to simulate blood vessels are pressurized and a means is 
provided to induce a simulated pulse through the manual actuation of a bellows. Kohnke does 
not teach of any attempt at simulating normal or abnormal systolic and diastolic blood pressure 
cycles in the artificial arm. No method to control the level of the pressure pulse is taught. 
Therefore, the Applicant submits that Konhke et al does not teach of an apparatus to produce 
blood pressure cycles . Further, the pressure chamber taught by Glover et al is completely 
isolated from any resiUent cavity or chamber that is accessible by human touch when the 
pressure chamber pressure is pulsated to provide calibration for attached blood pressure 
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monitors. (CoL 4 Lines 63-68, and Col. 5 lines 1-5). Glover does not teach of uny lime varying 
pressure experienced in any resilient wailed vessel. Therefore^ a combination of Kohnke et al 
and Glover et al would not lead to the Applicant's invention. In order to combine references 
under 35USC § 103(a), there must be some motivation in the prior are to combine the reference 
cited to reject the Applicant's claims. The references must be considered as a whole and must 
suggest the desirability and the obviousness of making the combination, The Applicant 
respectfully submits that neither the Kohnke et al nor the Glover et al reference includes the 
motivation to be combined^ and even if combined would not result in the Applicant's invention 
for the claim 39. The Applicant respectively submits that the Examiner has not explained why 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have been motivated to 
make the proposed modification to meet the claims of the Applicant's invention as is requested 
by the MPEP for a 35USC § 1 03 based rejection. Based on the above stated arguments, the 
Applicant submits that claim 39 is in condition for allowance and request that the rejection be 
withdrawn. 

Claims 40 and 41 

Claims 40 and 41 depend on independent claun 39 which has been traversed by the 
Applicant. Since claims 40 and 41 include all the limitation of the independent claim 39, the 
Applicant respectfully submits that claims 40 and 41 are in condition for allov^ce and requests 
that the rejections be withdraw. 
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Claims 46-49 

The ExaiTiincr points to Kohnke et al for disclosing an apparams for simulating human 
blood pressure simulation control and further points to Glover et al for teaching blood pressure 
simulation and detection apparanas with at least one user^perable control to set pressure 
excursion parameters. The Applicant respectfiiUy disagrees that Kohnke et al teaches blood 
pressure simulation control from a dynamic standpoint as does the Applicant's invention. 
Kohnke does not teach of a pressure measurement and indicator device to set even a steady, 
prescribed, blood pi«ssunj level within the tubes of the disclosed artificial arm. Further, the 
pressure excursions set by a control as taught by Glover et al are completely isolated from any 
resilient cavity or chamber that is accessible by human touch when the pressure chamber 
pressure is pulsated to provide calibration for attached blood pressure monitors. (Col. 4 Lines 63- 
68. and Col. 5 Unes 1-5). Glover does not teach of any time varying pressure experienced in any 
resilient walled vessel. Therefore, a combination of these Kohnke et al and Glover et al would 
not lead to the Applicant's claims 46-49. 

hi order to combine references under 35USC § 1 03(a), there must be some motivation in 
the prior art to combine the reference cited to reject the AppUcant's claims. The references must 
be considered as a whole and must suggest the desirabiUty and the obviousness of making the 
combination. The Applicant respectfuUy submits that neither the Kohnke et al nor the Glover et 
al reference includes the motivation to be combined, and even if combined would not result in 
the Applicant's claims 46-49. The Applicant respectively submits that the Examiner has not 
explained why one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
been motivated to make the proposed modification to meet the claims of the AppUcant's 
invention as is requested by the MPEP for a 35USC §103 based rejecUon. 
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Claim 46-49 depend on independent claims 29 and 39 which have been traversed by the 
Applicant. Since dependent claims 46^9 includes all limitations from the independent claims 
on which they depends and those independent claims 29 and 39 have been traversed by the 
Applicant, and also due to the above arguments, the Applicant rcspectfiilly submits claims 46-49 
an; in condition for allowance and requests that the rejection for these claims be withdrawn. 

Claims 6, 12, and 24 are rejected by the Examiner under 351JSC §l03(a) as being unpatentable 
over of Kohnke et al (US 5.21 5,469) in view of Glover, et al Q.JS 4,464, 123) in further view of 
Lampotang ei al (US 5,882,207). 

CIatm_6 

The Examiner points to Kohnke et al/Glover ct al for disclosing an apparatus for 
simulaUng human blood pressure detection and level. Since Kohnke et al and Glover et al do not 
disclose the use of a pressure transducer, the Examiner incorporated a third reference, 
Lampotang et al, for the teaching of the measurement of a pressure level within a pressure vessel 
unrelated to a blood pressure simulation apparatus or method (Col. 5 Lines 55-60). The 
Application submits that the combination of Kohnke et al, Glover et al, and Lampotang et al 
would not result in the Applicant's claim 6. None of the three cited references teach, 
individually or in combination, simulating systolic and diastolic blood pressure cycles within a 
pressure vessel serving as a tactile interface by which the user can sense through touch pressure 
amplitudes vrithin the pressure vessel including the use of a pressure transducer. Also, in order 
to combine references under 35USC §l03(a), there must be some motivation in the prior art to 
combine the reference cited to reject the Applicant's claims. The references must be considered 
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T.. AppUcan. respec*.., ^ «>n= of K.^U « a.. OUwc ct al, or l^pouu^ e. 

i^.^s*emo.iva.ion»be combine, and e«n if co«,bi„«iv,o»l<ln«.«...in«« 

AppUcanV. — for acclaim 6. Tl.AppUcan..e.p«Uvel,,ub„.«*a,«»E^^^ 
^, explained on. of ordi.^*min*ear...«»««.^e — was n^acwouMhavc 

tavanlion « is r«pest«l by 4. MPEP for a 35USC §103 based «^e«ion. 

Si«c dependcM claim 6 Includes .11 nations *.m the indep«»ient claim on which „ 
^andfta. independent claimlhasbeenm-versedby the APPUC««. and al,odn.»«hc 

above ar^e«s.fl..AppUcan.r=^rfaUys„bmi«claim6isiacondi.ionforaUowa„ce.nd 

requests that the rejection for claim 6 be withdrawn* 



rinims ^ 12 and 24 

Claims 12 and 24 have been canceled. 
Claim 8 is rejected by the Examiner under 35USC §103(a) as being unpatentable over of Kohnke 
et al (US 5,215,469) in view of Glover et al (US 4.464,123) in further view of Saloner (US 
6,205,871). 



Claims 

The Examiner points to Kohnke et al/Glover et al for disclosing an apparatus for 
simulatinghumanbloodpressuredetectionandlevel. Since Kohnke et al and Glover et al do 
.01 disclose the use of a an electric contmlled solenoid valve system, the Examiner refers to 
saloner who leaches the use of a electric controlled solenoid valve system for modeling human 
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blood vesjjels. The Applicant respectively submits that the lixamincr is using hits and pieces of 
vaiious references to reconstruct the Applicants invention using the Applicant's ovs^i disclosure 
as instructions. In order to combine references under 35USC § 103(a), there must be some 
motivation in the prior art to combine the references cited to reject the AppHcant*s claims. The 
references must be considered as a whole and must suggest the desirability and the obviousness 
of making the combination. The Applicant respectfully submits that none of Kohnke et al. 
Glover et a^ or Saloner includes the motivation to be combined, and even if combined would not 
result in the Applicant's invention for the claim 8. The Applicant req)ectiveiy submits that the 
Examiner has not explained why one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
made would have been motivated to make the proposed modification to meet the claims of the 
Applicant's invention as is requested by the MPEP for a 35USC §1 03 based rejection. 

Since dependent claim g includes all limitations from the independent claim 1 from 
which it depends and independent claim 1 has been traversed by the Applicant, and also due to 
the above arguments, the Applicant respectfully submits claim 8 is in condition for allowance 
and requests that the rejection for claim 8 be withdrawn* 

Claims 9, 11, 17, 18, 27-28, 32, 34, and 35 are rejected by the Examiner under 35USC §103(a) 
as being unpatentable over of Kohnke et al (US 5,215,469) in view of Glover ct al (US 
4,464,123) in further view of Aboud (US 6,790,043). 

Claims 9 and 32 

The Examiner points to Kohnke et al/GIover et al for disclosing an apparatus for 
simulating human blood pressure detection through the use of a pressurized fluid comprising an 
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clastomeric, hollow bulb thut can be held in a human hand and internal pressure amplitudes 
sensed by human touch. The AppUcant respectively disagrees tliat an elastomcric hollow bulb 
for output to a human is taught here, but rather Kohnke et al clearly teaches of a bellows device 
to manually inpu_t pulsations to simulate a pulse in the artificial arm (Col. 4 Lines 55-59). The 
Examiner fiirther reUes on Aboud to disclose a system for simulating blood pressure in cadavers 
in which the element to generate pressure is at least one electric powered pump. Since the 
references must be taken in their entirety, combination of the teachings of Kohnke et al. Glover 
et al, and Aboud would not result in the Applicant's clahns 9 and 32, The Applicant 
respectively submits that the Examiner is using bits and pieces of various references to 
reconstruct the Applicants invention using the Applicant's own disclosure as instructions. In 
order to combine references under 35USC § 103(a), there must be some motivation in the prior 
art to combine the reference cited to reject the Applicant*s claims* The references must be 
considered as a whole and must suggest the desirability and the obviousness of making the 
combination. The Applicant respectfully submits that none of Kohnke et al, Glover et al, or 
Aboud includes the motivation to be combined, and even if combined would not result in the 
Applicant's invention for the claims 9 and 32. The Applicant respectively submits that the 
Examiner has not explained why one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made would have been motivated to make the proposed modification to meet the claims of the 
Applicant's invention as is requested by the MPEP for a 35USC §103 based rejection. 

Since dependent claims 9 and 32 include all limitations from the independent claims 1 
and 29 from which they respectively depend and independent claims 1 and 29 have been 
traversed by the Applicant, and also due to the above arguments, the Applicant respectfully 
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submits claims 9 and 32 are in condition for allowance and requests that the rejection for these 
claims be withdrawn. 

Claim 1 1 

The Examiner points to Kohnke et al/Glover et ai for disclosing an apparatus for 
simulating human blood pressure detection through the use of a pressurized fluid comprising an 
elastomeric. hollow bulb dmt can be held in a human hand and internal pressure amplitudes 
sensed by human touch. The Applicant respectively disagrees that an elastomeric hollow bulb 
for outEut to a human is taught here, but rather Kohnke et al clearly teaches of a bellows device 
to manually irjEUt pulsations to simulate a pulse in the artificial arm (Col. 4 Lines 55-59). llie 
Examiner further relies on Aboud to disclose a manually operated bulb that is held in contact 
with the incompressible member of the system. The Applicant submits that since the bulb cited 
in Aboud is clearly in inEut device to provide pressure input into the system, it is quite unlike an 
OHffiUl device to a human to permit detemination by touch the pressure amplitudes genei^ted 
within to simulate blood pressure cycles as claimed in the Applicant's claim 11 . The Applicant 
respectively submits that the Examiner is using bits and pieces of various references to 
reconstruct the Applicants invention using the Applicant's own disclosure as instructions. In 
order to combine references under 35USC §103(a), there must be some motivation in the prior 
art to combine the reference cited to reject the Applicant's claims. The references must be 
considered as a whole and must suggest the desirability and the obviousness of making the 
combination. TTie Applicant respectfully submits that none of Kohnke et al, Glover et al, or 
Aboud includes the motivation to be combined, and even if combined would not result in the 
Applicant's invention for the claiml 1 . The Applicant respectively submits that the Examiner has 
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not explained why one of ordinary skill in the art at ihe time the invention was made would have 
been motivated to make the proposed modification to meet the claims of the Applicant's 
invention as is requested by the MPEP for a 35USC §103 based rejection. 

Since dependent claim J 1 includes all limitations from the independent claim 1 from 
which it depends and independent claim 1 has been traversed by the Applicant, and also due to 

fteabovearguments,the Applicant respcctfuUy submits claim 11 is h, condition for allowance 
and requests that the rejection for claim 1 1 be withdrawn. 

Claims 17anri 1« 

The Examiner points to Kohnke et al/Glover et al for disclosing an apparatus for 
Simulating human blood pressure detection through the use of a pressurized fluid whereby at 
least the diastolic and systolic blood pressure level data are used to set minimum and maximum 
amplitude cyclic pressure levels within a pressure vessel. As the Applicant has previously 
indicated in above arguments, the teaching of Glover et al does not disclose the diastolic and 
systolic pressure levels reaching any pressure chamber accessible to human touch, and therefore 
cannot be used in combmation with Kohnke to meet the Applicant's claims 1 7 and 1 8. The 
Examiner further points to Aboud's teaching of a connection with an electronic 
sphygmomanometer to receive diastolic and systolic blood pressure level and pulse rate data. 
The Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Examhier's position on this teaching since it is 
dear from the cited passages by the Examiner (Col 7 Lines 14-35) thai the only reference . 
sphygmomanometer is to a typp of p .^c th-,t i^ ^^<'or\ on a sphygmomanometer not to any 
electronic Interface to a sphygmomanometer as is only taught in the Applicant's claims. The 
Applicant respectively submits that the Examiner is using bits and pieces of various references to 
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reconstruct the Applicants invention using the Applicant's own disclosure as inslructions. In 
order to combine references under 35USC §103(a), there must be some motivation in the prior 
ait 10 combine the reference cited to itaect the Applicant's claims. The references must be 
considered as a whole and must suggest the desirability and the obviousness of making the 
combination. The Applicant respectfully submits that none of Kohnke et al, Glover et al, or 
Aboud includes the motivation to be combined, and even if combined would not result in the 
Applicant's invention for the claims 17 and 1 8. The Applicant respectively submits that the 
Examiner has not explained why one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made would have been motivated to make the proposed modification to meet the claims of the 
Applicant's invention as is requested by the MPEP for a 35USC §103 based rejection. 

Since dependent claims 17 and 18 include all limitations from the independent claim 1 
fiom which they depends and independent claim 1 has been traversed by the Applicant, and also 
due to the above arguments, the Applicant respectfully submits claims 17 and 1 8 are in condition 
for allowance and requests that the rejection for these claims be withdrawn. 

Claims 27, 28. 34. and 35 

The Examiner points to Kohnke et al/Glover et al for disclosing an apparatus for 
simulating human blood pressure detection through the use of a pressurized fluid. The Examiner 
further points to Aboud for teaching a visual indicator comprising an analog gauge or electronic 
digital display. The Applicant respectively submits that the Examiner is using bits and pieces of 
various references to reconstruct the Applicants invention using the Applicant's own disclosure 
as instructions. In order to combine references under 35USC §l03(aX there must be some 
motivation in the prior art to combine the reference cited to reject the Applicant's claims. The 
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references must be considered as a whole und must suggest the desirability and the obviousness 
of making the combination. The Applicant respectfully submits that none of Kohnke et al. 
Glover et aU or Aboud includes the motivation to be combined, and even if combined would not 
result in the Applicant's invention for the claims 27, 28, 34 and 35. The Applicunl respectively 
submits that the Examiner has not explained why one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made would have been motivated to make the proposed modification to meet the 
claims of the Applicant's invention as is requested by the MPEP for a 35USC §1 03 based 
rejection. 

Since dependent claims 27, 28, 34 and 35 include all limitations from the respective 
independent claims 19 and 29 from which they depends and independent claims 19 and 29 have 
been traversed by the Applicant, and also due to the above arguments, the Applicant respectfully 
submits claims 27, 28, 34 and 35 are in condition for allowance and requests that the rejection 
for these claims be withdrawn. 

Claims 42 and 43 were rejected by the Examiner under 35USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over of Bloom (US 5,839,904) in view of Aboud. 

Claim 42 

The Examiner points to Bloom's teaching of a tactile interface for trauiing a user in 
sampling blood or connecting intravenous devices comprising a first and second elastomeric 
hollow bulb to pressurize fluid by manual compression of the bulb to simulate blood pressure, 
the bulbs are pneumatically connected to each other such that the pressure in one is controlled by 
the pressure in the other and a tactile interface through which a human subject can physically 
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sense the imemal fluid pressure (CoL 4 Lines 50-54 its ciled by Hxaininer). The Applicant 
respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's interpretation of this leaching. The Applicant - 
submits that tliis cited passage clearly teaches that there are separate circuits for all tubes 
connected to the hollow bulbs , that is, there are never two bulbs whereby the bulbs are connected 
by a tubing circuit. The cited passage describes one bulb connected to a venus tubing circuit 
while a second bulb may be connected to an arterial tubing circuit. See also CoL 4, Lines 42-46 
where tubing circuits for each bulb are taught, each circuit containing a different color liquid, 
thus teaching the isolation of the bulbs (reservoirs). See also Fig. 2 where it clear that the bulbs 
are in isolated tubing circuits. The Applicant submits therefore, there is no teaching in Bloom 
of a tactile interface through which a human subject can physically sense the intemal fluid 
pressure in one bulb connected to another as is only taught in the Applicant's invention. The 
Examiner also relies on Aboud to teach the use of a visual indicator since Bloom does not teach 
of a visual indicator to display pressure magnitudes. The Applicant submits that combining the 
teachings of Bloom and Aboud would not result in the Applicant's claim 42 due to the failing of 
Bloom's teaching to meet the Applicant's claims. In order to combine references under 35USC 
§ 1 03(a), there must be some motivation in the prior art to combine the reference cited to reject 
the Applicant's claims. The references must be considered as a whole and miist suggest the 
desirability and the obviousness of making the combination* The Applicant respectfully submits 
that neither Bloom nor Aboud include the motivation to be combined, and even if combined 
would not result in the Applicant's invention for the claim 42. The Applicant respectively 
submits that the Examiner has not explained why one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made would have been motivated to make the proposed modification to meei the 
claims of the Applicant's invention as is requested by the MPEP for a 35USC §103 based 
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rejcciion. The Applicant respectively submits, therefore, that claim 42 is allowable aiid requests 
thai the rejection be withdrawn. 

Claim 43 

Claim 43 was amended by negative limitation to exclude an incompressible liquid member. 
Since dependent claim 43 includes aU limitations from the independent claim 42 from which it 
depends and independent claim 42 has been traversed by the Applicant, the Applicant 
respectfully submits claim 43 is in condition for allowance and requests that the rejection be 
withdrawn. 

Claims 44-45 were rejected by the Examiner under 35USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over of 
Bloom in view of Aboud and Glover et al. 

Claims 44 and 45 

The Examiner points to the selected combined teachings of Bloom, Aboud, and Glover et 
al to asisemblc components to construct the Applicant's claimed invention. As slated above, the 
teaching of Bloom does not provide a useful component for the Applicant's claimed invention. 
Bloom clearly teaches that there are separate circuits for all tubes connected tn the hollow hulhs, 
that is, there are never two bulbs whereby the bulbs are connected by a tubing circuit. The cited 
passage (Bloom Col. 4 Lines 42-46) describes one bulb connected to a venus tubing circuit while 
a second bulb may be connected to an arterial tubing circuit. See also Col. 4, Lines 42-46 where 
tubing circuits for each bulb are taught, each circuit containing a different color liquid, thus 
teaching the isolation of the bulbs (reservoirs). See also Fig. 2 where it clear that the bulbs are in 
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isolated tubing circuits. The Applicant submits therefore, there is no teaching in Bloom of a 
tactile interface through which a human subject can physically sense the internal fluid pressure in 
one bulb connected to another bulb as is only taught in the Applicant's invention. Also as 
previously stated, the pressure chamber taught by Glover et al is completely isolated from any 
resilient Cavity or chamber that is accessible by human touch when the pressure chamber 
pressure is pulsated to provide calibration for attached blood pressure monitors, (Col 4 Lines 63- 
68, and CoL 5 lines 1-5), Glover does not teach of any time varying pressure experienced in any 
resilient walled vessel. The Applicant respectively submits that the Examiner is using bits and 
pieces of various references to reconstruct the Applicant's invention using the Applicant's own 
disclosure as instructions. In order to combine references under 35USC §103(a)> there must be 
some motivation in the prior art to combine the reference cited to reject the Applicant's claims. 
The references must be considered as a whole and must suggest the desirability and the 
obviousness of making the combination. The Applicant respectfully submits that none of 
Bloom, Aboud, or Glover et al includes the motivation to be combined, and even if combined 
would not result in the Applicant's invention for the claims 44 and 45. The Applicant 
respectively submits that the Examiner has not explained why one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made would have been motivated to make the proposed modification 
to meet the claims of the Applicant's invention as is requested by the MPEP for a 35USC §103 
based rejection. 

Since dependent claims 44 and 45 include all limitations from the independent claim 19 
from which they depend and independent claim 1 9 has been traversed by the Applicant, and also 
due to the above reasoning, the Applicant respectfully submits claims 44 and 45 are in condition 
for allowance and requests that the rejection for these claims be withdrawn. 
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Summary 

The Applicant ha$ addressed each of the Examiner's rejections of the claims either by 
canceling claims (claims 12 and 24), by amending claims (claims 19. 29, and 43) or by 
traversing the rejections based on 35USC §1 03(a). The Applicant has presented arguments why 
the references cited by the Examiner clearly do not render the Applicant's invention obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made. The Applicant has carefully 
presented the arguments based on specific teachings of the references and not mere opinions of 
the Applicant. 

Several rejections based on 35USC § 103(a) were traversed on the basis of unmotivated 
combinations of selected parts of multiple references. By the recognized rules of the MPEP, the 
teaching or suggestion to combine references to meet the claimed invention and the reasonable 
expectation of success must both be found in the prior art and not based on the Applicant's 
disclosure for claims rejection based upon 35 U.S.C. 103. This fact is supported from the MPEP 
2141 where it is quoted: 

*When applying 35 U,S.C 103, the following temts of patent law must be adhered lo: 

(A) The claimed inveniion miiSt be considered as 
a whole; 

(B) The references must be cotisidered as a whole 

and must suggest the desir ability and thus the ohviousttess 
of making the combination; 

(C) The references must be viewed without the 

benefit of impermissible hindsight vision afforded by 
the claimed invention; and 

(D) Reasonable expectation of success is the standard 
with which obviousness is determined. 
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llodosh V. Block Drug Co., Inc., 786 F.2d 1136, 
1 143 n,5, 229 USPQ 182, 187 n.5 (Fed. Cir. 1986).» 

The courts have consistently held that obviousness cannot be established by combining 
teachings of the prior art to the Applicant's disclosure to construct the claim invention, absent 
some teaching, incentive or motivation supporting the combination. 

Several rejections based on 35USC § 103(a) were traversed by the Applicant based on the 
references clearly not teaching what tlie Applicant has taught or what the Examiner has 
interpreted from the references and then compared to the Applicant's invention. The Applicant 
very respectfully submits that all of the independent claims have been traversed and/or amended 
with supporting facts j&om the references such that all the independent claims are in condition for 
allowance and Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection for these claims be withdrawn. 

The Applicant has further pointed out that several years have passed since the Examiner's 
cited reference patents used to reject most of the independent claims have issued, Tlie Applicant 
respectively submits that since very significant periods of tune have elapsed since the issuance of 
the cited reference patents, and there has been a lack of implementation of the Applicant's 
invention within this time period, it is concluded that the Applicant's invention is not at all 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

Also, since the remaining dependent claims have included in them all limitations of the 
respective independent claims on which they depend, and based on the factual arguments made 
by the Applicant regarding the cited references by the Examiner, Applicant very respectfully 
submits that all of the remaining dependent claims are in condition for allowance and requests 
that the rqection for these claims be withdrawn. 
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If the Examiner believes that a telephone interview would be helpful in advancing the 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is requested to contact the Applicant as indicated 
below. 

Respectfully Submitted, 




Gary i: Morris, Fh.D, 
Reg, No. 56,689 
2026 Glenmark Avenue 
Morgantown, WV 26505 
(304)599-6603 
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